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PURPOSE

The purpose for this memorandum is to satisfy the requirements of IDAPA 58.01.01 Sections 404.04 (Rules
for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho) (Rules) for Tier H operating permits.

QJECT DESCRIPTION

This project is for the modification and renewal of a Tier il operating permit {OF) for IBP inc., located in Kuna,
ldaho. The emissions sources of the facility are listed in the discussion section in Table 1.1.

EA DESCRIPTION

IBP inc.-Kuna, is a beef processing and rendering facility which processes about 225 head of cattie per hour,
The cattle are butchered, cleaned, split in half, quickly chilled to about 31 degrees Fahrenheit (°F), and sent
to Pasco, Washington, for further processing. The hides are removed and sent to Pacific Hides in Nampa.
The contents of the stomach are removed and piped to a truck loadout. The rest of the animal parts are
grourd up and rendered. The rendered material is separated into liquid and solid products. The liquid, edibie
product is used for deep fat frying. The solid produc: is used for animal food. The blood is dried and used for

anmimal food.

SUMMARY OF EVENTS

February 2001 Department of Environmentai Quality (DEQ) received an application, dated
: February 8, 2001, for a Tier i OP from {BP inc,

April .1 1, 2001 DEQ received & letier with modffications te the application.

October 23, 2001 | Application wés declared complete.

December 18, 2001 | DEG sent the facility a draft copy of the permit and tech memo.

December 24, 2001 DEQ received a letter dated December 14, 2001, with revised emissions

estimates and ambient air dispersion modesiing.
January 8, 2002 DEQ received comments about the draft permit from the facility.

March 29 - April 29, 2002 A public comment period was held. No comments were received. No hearing
was requesied.

DISCUSSION

1. Emission Estimates
1.1 Faciiity-wide
Tabie 1.1 iists ail sources of emissions that are regulated in this Tier il OP:
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Table 1.1 E_z_v_sissi_o_ns Sources

e e — s I s
Two generators and one fire pump None
Hige up-puiler Cyclone scrubber

inadibie/blood system, including:
Cookers 1-5

. {vents)

Expellers 1-4 {w
Inedibie Centrifuge
4 taliow tanks
Biood feed screw vent
Mitting screw conveyors (2 points)
Croase Gon a0 Spray tower{knockouty/
Crax bin® venturilpacked-bed scrubber
1.0 pro transfer to storage bin*
Crax hammermili*
Crax rotex screen*
Crax milling screw vent
Blood centrifuge
Biood dryer {(emissions from blood)
Biood dryer {emisslions from natural gas combustion)}
Edible centrifuge”
Meat and bone meal siio and airdocks Meat and bone meal baghouse
 Biood silo Blood silo baghouse

Bipod silo alrocks Bioad silo sidock baghouse (new in

. ' summer 2001)

*These sources are oper 1o ro0m air, His estimated that 60% of the emissions are controlied by the
aenciosure of the bullding. The remaining emissiond are captured by room fens and sent to the packed bed scrubber.

in the initial Tier || OP, dated February 28, 1996, emissions were limited for all identified sources of air
poliution. For the current renewal, some emissions limits were eliminated because the sources were
considered {o be insignificant per a February 22, 2001, phone conversation between Mary Anderson
of the DEQ and Elizabeth Carper of Trinity Consultants (the facility'’s consultant). This phone
conversation is referenced in the June 2001, “Tier Il Operating Permit Renewal Appiication Ambient
Air Dispersion Modeling Addendum.” The following sources are the air poliution emitting sources at
the facility that do not require specific permit conditions to demonstrate compliance with applicable air
quality standards, These sources produce minimal emissions according to the referenced telephone

conversation:

» Natural gas space heaters rated at less than or equal o 5 MMBtu/hr, The total facility capacity is
less than 30 MMBtu/tr,

Propane space heaters rated at less than or equal to 5 MMBtu/hr,

Onsite gas and fuel oii tanks.

Aerosol can puncturing system.

Carcass acid wash,

Leg wash.
Fugitive emissions from loadouts.

f & & & & &

Therefore, because these sources have minimal emissions, the natural gas space heater and fuel oil
tank requirements in the previous permit were removed. General facility-wide requirements apply to
ali above-referenced sources, but these sources are not specifically regulated in the permit.
Estimated potentials to emit are listed in the permit in the appendix.

The following additional sources were also determined to produce minimal emissions:
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» Lo pro unicading.
Blood hammermill.
» Pasteurization cabinet,

In the permit application, the blood hammermili was incorrectly identified as having a cyclone because
the information was copied from a different application. For the Kuna facility, there are no emissions
from the biood hammermill, as it is tolally enciosed. This is documented in a November 15, 2001, e-
mail from Rechelle Hollowaty of iBP to Camle Zundel of DEQ.

No grain-loading standard monitoring is required for the sources not specifically regulated by this
permit because it is not expected that these sources will exceed the standard. This expectation is
based on calculations done for similar types of natural gas buming equipment for other facilities,
Caiculations for similar types of equipment have shown grain-ioading rates that were well below the

standard.

The east and west boilers do not have a natural gas meter, so the faciiity cannot track natural gas
usage for each boiler individually, Using a calculated emission rate, the emission limits on the boilers
will not be exceeded if they are operated 8,760 hours entirely on natural gas. No other emission limits
are based on natural gas usage. Therefore, there is no need $0 track natural gas usage. Thus, the
natural gas usage tracking required by the previous permit was removed,

The hours of operation for the bollers were not limited because as long as the fuel oil usage limitis
not exceeded, the calculated allowable emissions will not be exceeded,

The emissions were estimated based on the worst-case scenario for maximum emissions for each
poilutant. Based on the permitted amount of 1.3 million gallons of fuel oil per year and unlimited
natural gas usage, emissions were estimated for ail pollutants based on ali fuel oil being used at the
maximum firing rate, then natural gas used for the remainder of the year. Then all poliutants were
estimated using natural gas at the maximurn rate for 8,760 hours per year. The highest hourly rate
was selected from these scenarios {No. 2 fuei oil for PM;e, NO,, and $0O., and natural gas for CO and
VOC). Then the maximum annual emissions were caiculated by using fuel oil for 7,222 hours (at
maximum capacity until ail allowed fuel oil is used, then natural gas for the remainder of the year) for
PMyo, NO,, and SO, and natural gas for 8,760 hours for CO and VOC. These values were used as
permit emission limits. This approach changed some of the emission limits from the previous permit,
as referenced in Table 1.2 _

PMy, 803, and NO, emissions are limited in the permit. Carbon monoxide and VOC emissions are
not limited in the permit because DEQ determined that these emissions are inherently limited by the

fuel usage.
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« Lo pro unioading.
Blood harmmermiil, _
» Pasteurization cabinet.

in the permit application, the blood hammermill was incorrectly identified as having a cyclone because
the information was copied from a different application. For the Kuna facility, there are no emissions
from the blood hammermill, as i is totally enclosed. This is documented in a chember 15, 2001, e~
mail from Rechelle Holiowaty of IBP to Carole Zundel of DEQ.

No grain-loading standard monitoring is required for the sources not specifically reguiated by this
permit because it is not expected that these sources will exceed the standard. This expectation is
based on calculations done for similar types of natural gas burning equipment for other faciilties.
Caiculations for similar types of equipment have shown grain-lcading rates that were well below the

standard.

The east and west boilers do not have a natural gas meter, so the faciiity cannot track natural gas
usage for each boiler individually, Using a calculated emission rate, the emission limits on the boilers
will not be exceeded i they are operated 8,760 hours entirely on natural gas. No other ermission fimits
are based on natural gas usage. Therefore, there is no need to track natural gas usage. Thus, the
natural gas usage tracking required by the previous permit was removed.

The hours of operation for the boilers were not limited because as long as the fuel o:t usage limit is
not exceeded, the calculated aliowable emissions wili not be exceeded.

The smissions were estimated based on the worsz~case scenario for rmaximum emissions for each
polliutant. Based on the permitted amount of 1.3 million gallons of fuel oil per year and uniimited
natural gas usage, emissions were estimated for all poliutants based on all fuel oil being used at the
maxirum firing rate, then natural gas used for the remainder of the year. Then all poliutants were
estimated using natural gas at the maximum rate for 8,760 hours per year, The highest hourly rate
was selected from these scenarios (No. 2 fuel oil for PMys, NO,, and SO,, and natural gas for CO and
VOC). Then the maximum annual emissions were caicuiated by using fuel oil for 7,222 hours {(at
maximurn capacity until all allowed fuel oil is used, then natural gas for the remainder of the year) for
PMio, NO,, and SOy, and natural gas for 8,760 hours for CO and VOC. These values were used as
permit emission limits. This approach changed some of the emission limits from the previous permit,

as referenced in Table 1.2

PMyg, SC», and NO, emissions are limited in the permit. Carbon monoxide and VOC emissions are
not limited in the permit because DEQ determined that these emissions are inherently limited by the

fuel usage.
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Table 1.2 Pollutant Emissions

PMso® 0.329 0.6 1.440 229
S0, " 12.960 128 46.800° 46.16
co® 0.900 2.1 3.679 9.09
NO,® 3.600 36 14.717 149
Voce! 0.067 0.14 0.293 0.60

1 Pounds par hour

2 Tons per year

3 Particulate Mattar with an Asrodynamic Dismeler of 10 Micrometers or Loss

4 Sulfur Dioxide

5 Carbon Monexide

6 Nitogen Oxides

7 Voiatie Organic Compound

Fuel oil sulfur content is limited by rule and is required to be tracked on each delivery of fuel by
mainiaining the purchase records from the manufacturer which presert the sulfur content.

The grain-loading limit will not require monitoring when natural gas is used because at the maximum
rate of operation, the calculated PM does not exceed the limit, as follows:

m_zpm X 1 x 1Hour x 7.000grains = 0.0003 grains/acf.
1 Hour 11,500 ACFM 80 Min. 1lb

This is compared to the limit of 0.015 grains/dscf. The conversion from actual to dry standard cubic
feet is uniikely fo result in a difference that would result in the standard being exceeded.

The grain-loading limit will not require monitoring when fuel oll is used because at the maximum rate
of operation, the caiculated PM does not exceed the iimit, as foliows:

0E6HbPM  x 1 x iHour x 7,000 arains = 0.006 grainsfact

1 Hour 11.500 ACFM 60 Min, 11,

This is compared to the fimit of 0.050 grains/dscf. The conversion from actual {o dry standard cubic
feet is uniikely to resull in a difference that wouid result in the standard being exceeded.

The emissions limits were updated o reflect the cument emissions estimates and modeling. The
previous permit had limits that were about 22% higher than the current permit.

PMye. SOz, and NO, emissions are limited in the permit. Carbon monoxide and VOC emissions are
not limited in the permit because DEQ determined 2hat these emissions are inherently limited by the
fuel usage.
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Table 1.3 Emissions Limits
gk oo b

PMig® 0.702 0576 0.175 0.144
80, ! 0.656 0.536 0.164 0.134
co® 2.150 1.744 0.538 0.436
NO,* $.981 B4 2.495 2.025
voc’ 0.815 0.68 0.204 0.165

t Pounds perhour

2 Tons per yaar

3 Pearticuiate Matter with an Aerodynamic Diameter of 10 Micrometers or Less

4 Suifur Dioxide

& Carbon Montxide

& Nitrogen Oxides

7 Volathe Organic Compound

The permit application shows a representative calculation of the emissions. The maximum rated
capacity of the equipment was used to calcuiate the emissions, showing that the equipment cannot
axceed the caiculated hourly emissions, If the hours of operation are not exceeded, the caiculated -

" emission from the equipment cannot exceed the annual emissions limits, Therefore, no monitoring

and recordkeeping were required for the emissions,

Monitoring and recordkeeping are required for hours of operation, because the annual emissions of
gach poliutant were based on a limit of 500 hours of operation. Fuel oil sulfur content is limited by
rule and is required to be tracked on each delivery of fuel by maintaining the purchase records from
the manufacturer which present the sulfur content.

The grain-loading iimit will not require monitoring when fuel ol is used because at the maximum rate
of operation, the caiculated PM is unlikely to exceed the limit based on calcuiations for similar
equipmert. The exit airflow rate for the generators is not shown in the permit application, so an exact
calculation: cannot be done.

in the previous permit, the hide up-puller was incomectly identified as a hide down-puller, so this name
was changed in the revised permit, These are two different processes, with the down-pulier having
minimal emissions and the up-puller having some emissions, which are confrofled by a cyclone

scrubber.

Compliance with the emissions limits can be determined by calculation using an emission factor from -
a stack test by TRC Environmental Corp. This calculation was documented in a November 28, 1988,
letter from Bruce George, Pollution Control Specialist at IBP, to Orville Green, Bureau of Air Quality -
Division of Environmental Quailty, regarding construction of a hide puller scrubber system, The
calculation in the permit application was based on:

380 head per hour processed (the LUSDA limit).

Average weight of 752 pounds per head.

Emission factor of 8.26 x 10 pounds PM,, per ton beef processed.
Permit limit of 2,800 hours per year of operation {for annual standard),

. & »
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This tabie shows the previous permit limits for this process end the revised limits which are written for

- the new permit;

Table 1.4 Pollutant Limits
m e:.-‘,,-.\_--.

0.170 PMo

The hours of operation are limited to 2,800 per year as that is what is shown in the pravious permit
and in the application. Hours are required to be tracked daily, when operating. Compliance with this
requirement will automatically show compiiance with the annual emissions limit because the
emissions were calculated based on a source test and the maximum rate of operation.

The equipment to monitor the pressure differential and scrubbant flow rate of the scrubber is required
to be operated and maintained in accordance with manufacturer specifications. Pressure differential
and scrubbant flow rate are required to be monitored and recorded dally and are limited to the

manufacturer specifications.

The existing cperations and maintenance (O&M) manuasl for the system is mqu:rad to be updated
within 80 days of the issuance of the permit.

Odor compiaints are required to be tracked and mported to DEQ within 15 days, along with any
corrective action planned or taken.

inedib

In the previous permit, the blood dryer and cookers were limited separately, Fugitive emissions from
the process room:s and miscelianeous other sources, shown in Table 1.1, were not specifically
regulated. With the new design, the blood dryer, the cookers, and many of the other sources are
ducted io the redesigned scrubber system. The systemn originally consisted of a venturi scrubber and
a packed tower, With the new design, the venturi scrubber and the packed tower were redesigned
and a spray tower was added to the system. The spray tower, aiso calied a knockout tower,
processes the emission streams from the sources listed in the inedible/blood system section of Table
1.1 befora they enter the venturi scrubber, except for the air from the process rooms, which is ducted

directly to the packed tower,

- The redesign causes many previously unregulated-by-permit fugitive emissions sources to become

part of the scrubber emissions strearmn, so the emission and control efficiency calculations were
applied to ali of those sources, resulting in a single emission point from the packed tower for
regulation.

The emissions limits in the permit were determined by adding the estimated controlled emissions
from all contributing sources. For compliance purposes, two product streams can be monitored which
are proportional to all other processes that have emissions processed by the scrubber system. The
two product streams are finished blood (blood that has most of the moisture removed) and meat and
bone meai. Limiting these two product streams automatically limits all the parts of the process w:th
emissions that are controlied by the scrubber system.
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The previous permit limited the process rate hourly. There were no monitoring requirements for this
process rate limit. The faciiity does not track the production rate on an hourly basis, but on a daily
basis, with the daily results compiied monthly. The emission estimates were based on the maximum
equipment rating and the maximum hours of operation (8,760 hours per year). The o pro transfer to
storage bin emission estimate was based on a maximum process rate only and not on hours of
operation, which was not applicable in this estimate. The emissions cailculations and process
descriptions are detailed in the April 5, 2001, letter from 1BP inc. to Tom Krinke of the Boise Regionai
Office. The letter contains modifications to the February 8, 2001, Tier i permit application.

The emissions limits have been changed from the previous permit due o the redesign of the scrubber
system, which now inciudes many previously-fugitive emissions as well as the previously-regulated
sources. The previous limits presented in Table 1,5 are the sum of the permit emissions limits of the
blood dryer and the cookers. These ernissions have now been combined into a single emission fimit
because emissions from those processes go through a single scrubber systern and are emitted from
that scrubber system's stack. _

PMag, SO,, and NO, emissions are limited in the permit. Carbon monoxide and VOC emissions are
not limited in the permit because DEQ determined that these emissions are inherently jimited by the

fuel usage.

Table 1.5 Pollutant Limits
PMyo 10.556 (PM) 16,4 46.235 (PM) 3.00
SO, 0.002 0.62 0.007 0.12
co 0.053 5.40 0.230 1.00
NO, 0.250 6.41 1.095 117
VOC 0.010 16.3 0.042 2.98

Some of the processes have uncontrolled emissions inside one of three rooms. The room air, which
includes these emissions, is ducted to the packed tower scrubber. Emissions from the sources in the
room are caiculated based on a control efficiency for the buiiding of 60% (EPA-450/3-88-008 -
September 1888, "Control of Open Fugitive Dust Sources”) and the tested 95% efficiency for PM
rating for the packed tower scrubber.

The hourly emissions limits were eliminated and daily limits were imposed instead because
production is tracked on a daily basis, not on an hourly basis, and all processes were estimated and
modeled at the maximum potential to emit (including controls). Therefore, dally tracking can be used
to demonstrate compliance with the PM;g 24-hour NAAQS standard. Compliance with the other
poilutant standards that have less than 24-hour NAAQS standards can be inferred from a daily
record, as the caiculated vaiues cannot be exceeded even at the maximum rate of operation,
Therefore, hourly limits and the associated hourly tracking are not necessary to demonstrate
compliance. Dally limits and tracking are adequate.

The permit requires monthly compilation of daily production records. Because of the methods used to
track the information, some data processing is required in order to show total tons per day produced.
The raw data is not processed each day. Each day's data is accumuiated, then processed once a
month, The resulting data shows the fotal tons produced on each individual day.
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Because the emissions were estimated at the maximum production rate, it is unlikely that the daily |
production limits would be exceeded, so real-time daily compilation of the production records has
been determined {0 be unnecessarily burdensome.

Although not detailed in the permit application, according to a phone call between Rechelie Holiowaty
of iBP In¢. and Carole Zundel of DEQ on Novemnber 21, 2001, the edible centrifuge emissions are
inside one of the buildings and are ducted to the packed tower scrubber. The edible centrifuge
emissions are inciuded in the inedible/biood system emissions.

Control Equipment

As shown in the application and as listed in Table 1.1, most processes are vented to a spray tower,
then to a venturi scrubber, then to a packed tower. The venturi scrubber and the packed tower were
manufactured by Premier, but have since been redesigned and have different operating parameters.
The modified operating parameters are specified in the application, and will be included in the facility's

Q&M manual.

The spray tower, the venturi, and the packed tower specific operatling parameters were removed
since the previous permit and compiiance with O&M manual specifications were required instead.
For the packed tower, requirements to monitor pH and chiorine residual in the form of oxidation
reduction potential {ORP) were added.

As with the inedible/blood system fracking, the production rates and oomplianca with the ﬁmits are
based on daily values,

The PMys emissions from the meat and bone meal throughput into the silo and through the airiocks
are controfled by the meat and bone meal baghouse. The current baghouse has a PM,, control
efficiency of 98%.

The annual throughput for the silo and airlocks is limited by the process and by the permit to 70,080
tons per year. The daily rate for throughput into the silo is 192 tons per day. The daily ioadout rate
can be higher than the input into the silo, although the annuel total is the same. The daily loadout rate
is limited to 292 tons per day. This is the value used when calculating the airfock dally PM, emission
rate. The limit for the baghouse is the total of the emissions from the input into the silo and the
maximum loadout rate through the airfocks. The emission factors are shown in the April §, 2001,

revision of the permit application.
Biood Silo and Airocks
The production rates and compiiance with the limits are based on daily vaiues,

The PMyo emissions from the blood silo are controlled by a baghouse with 99% control efficiency for
PMq. The annuai throughput is limited by the process and by the permit to 12,045 tons per year,
The April 5, 2001, permit revision shows an annual throughput of 12,090 tons per year, but the true
value is 12,045 tons per year according to Rechelle Hollowaty of iBF in a January 8, 2002, phone call

o Carole Zundel,

The PM; emissions from the blood silo airiocks are controlled by a different baghouse than the
baghouse for the siio itself. The annual throughput for the airdock {for loadout) is the same as for the
siio, but the daily limit is higher (103 tons per day) for the airock than for the input into the silo {33
tons per day). The annual emission rate is shown in the April 5, 2001, revision, and the dally
emission rate from the airlocks is shown in the December 24, 2001, addendum.
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Modeling
The modeling technical memorandum is attached.
Area Classification

IBP Inc.-Kuna, Ad County, ldahe, is located in Ada County, idaho, in AQCR 64, The area is classified
as unciassifiable for all federal and state criteria air poliutants (i.e., PMq, NO,, VOCs, and 80,). The
area is designated non-attainment for CO.

Facili

The facility is not a designated facs!rty as defined in IDAPA §8.01.01.006.25. The facility is classified
- as an SM source because the actual emissions of any criteria pollutant are less than 100 tons per

year.

Regulatory Review

This OP is subject to the foliowing permitting requirements:

a 1DAPA 68.01,01.401 Tier H Operating Permit

b IDAP, 01.01.403 Permit Requirements for Tier il Sources

c {CAP, 1.01.4 Opportunity for Public Comment

d IDAPA 58.01.01.404.04 Authority to Revise or Renew Operating Pemits
@ IDAPA 58.01.01.406 Obiigation to Comply

f IDAPA 58.01.01.470 . Permit Application Fees for Tier | Permits

9 IDAPA 58.01.01.625 Visible Emission Limitation

h - JDAPA 58,01.01.650 General Rules for the Control of Fugitive Dust
i AP, 1.01.7758 776  Rules for Control of Odors

i IDAPA 68.01.01.835-838  Ruiles for Controi of Rendering Plants
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Actual or potential emissions of a pollutant are sbove the applicabie major source threshold. For NESHAP only, class *A”™ is applied 1o
each pollutant which is below the 10 Thr threahold, but which contributes to a plant total in excess of 25 Thr of ail NESHAP polhutants,
Pommﬂmshﬁmappﬁmmajwmmm%fmdmlyi!memcewmpﬁeswimfodetanymtomabla
reguiations or Imitations,

Actual and potentisl emissions below all applicable major source thresholds.

Class is unknown,
Major source thrasholds ars not defined (e.g.. radionudides).

Fees apply to this faéiiity in accordance with IDAPA 58,01,01.470.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the review of the application materiais, and all applicabie state and federal regulations, staff
recommends that DEQ issue a modified Tier [l OP to IBP Inc. An opportunity for public comment on the air
quality aspects of the proposed OP has been provided in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.404.01.c.

Clismii GAAIR PERMITST 2UBPWFINAL PREPT2.000700 TECH MEMO.DOC
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Carole Zundel, Air Quaiity Engineer, State Office of Technical Services

FROM: Kevin Schilling, Air Quality Scientist, State Office of Technical M

SGBJECT: Modeling Review for the Tier I} Operating Permit Renewal; iowa Beef Processors (iBP) in
' Kunag, Idaho . : _

DATE: January 10, 2002

1. SUMMARY:

Trinity Consultants inc., on behalf of 1BP (Trinity/IBP), submitted a Tier H operating penmit renewal for
the facility In Kuna, idaho. The purpose of the Tier 1l is to limit the number of operational hours such
that erissions are below major source threshoids. The Tier 1i application addresses all poliutants on @
facility-wide basis. The criterie pollutants of concer for this facility are particulate matter with an
aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers (PMyo), NO,, sulfur dioxide
(SO,), and carbon monoxide (CO). There are no ambient air quelity standards for toxic air poliutants
(TAPs) for use in Tier H permitting actions. However, under iDAPA 58.01.01.161, the Depariment of
Environmentsl Quelity (DEQ) will ensure that any TAP “shall not be emitted in such quantities or
concentrations as to alone, or in combination with other contaminants, injure or unreasonably affect
human or animal iife or vegetation.” Procedures required to demonstrate compliance with IDAPA
58.01.01.161 have not been finalized. The current Tier | permitting process requires those emissions
- that exceed the screening emission ievel presented in IDAPA 58.01.01.585 and .588 be modeled. For
this facility, the following TAPs exceeded the screening ievel: benzene, formaidehyde, arsenic,
peryllium, cadmium, chromium, and nickel. The modeling analysis performed by DEQ for these TAP
emissions resuited in ambient air concentirations that do not unreasonably affect human or animal life

or vegetation, as determined by DEQ.

Review of the initial modeling submitted by Trinity/IBP on June 5, 2001 was conducied by Michael
DuBois, Alr Quality Analyst, State Office of Technical Services. Minor revisions to the modeling were
made by a Trinity/IBP submitiai dated Decermnber 14, 2001, This memo incorporates the review of Mr,
DuBois and the effects of the December 14 revisions. ' _

2 ol
21 Applicable Alr Quality impact Limits

This facility is located in Ada County, which is designated an sttainment or unclassifiabie area for SO,
and NO,, and nonsattainment for CO, The classification for PMy is not determined. ‘However, it has

" ' been determined by the Boise Regional Office that the area will be treated as unclassified for PMy, for
minor sources and minor modifications. If the ambient impacts from the proposed project exceed the
significant condribution levels, then a full impact analysis is required. In a full impact snalysis the total
ambient impacts, including background, for each criteria poiiutant must be below the National Ambient
Air Quality Siandards, listed in Tabie 1. in non-attainment areas the acceptable level of emissions
and corresponding ambient impacts are evaluated during the development of the State
impiementation Plan {SIP) for that area. Therefore, facility-wide modeling resuits for CO ere
eveluated against significant contribution concenirations as a screening level analysis. if impacis
exceod the significant contribution concentration, then further analyses are conducted in accordance

with provisions of the SIP.

The incrernental ambient Impacts for the TAPs are evaluated against the emission screening levels
provided in IDAPA 58.01.01.585 and .588. TAPs with emissions exceeding the emission screening
levels are then modeled to estimate the impacts 1o ambient air. The resulting estimated maximum

concentrations are compared 10 the Acceptabie Ambient Concentrations in IDAPA 58.01.01.585 for



2.2

2.3

non-carcinogens. For carcinogens, the unit risk factors presents in IDAPA 58.01.01.586 are used to
estimate the cancer risk for each carcinogenic TAP emitted. The cancer risk of all TAPs are then

summed and compared o a screening acceptable risk level of 1-in-100,000.
Table 1. Applicable reguiatory limits ‘

Reguiatory le!t‘
Polivtant Averaging Period (pglm
Oxides of nitrogen Annual -
Sulfur dioxide A-hour 1,300
24-hour 375
Annual 80
Carbon monoxide 1-hour 2,000°
8-hour -\
PMy® . 24-hour 150
“ Annuigl 50

* IDAPA 58.01.01.577
® Micrograms per cubic meter
© Particulate matter wz!h an aerodynamic daameter less than or equal to a nominal 10

" micrometers
% Significant Contribution level as per IDAPA 58.01.01.006.93

Background Concentrations

Background concentrations for this project were provided to Trinity from DEQ in January 2001 and are
presented in Taeble 2. Background concentrations for Boise, idaho, were used for PM,,. Statewide
background concentrations were used for all other criteria poliutants with the axcepﬁon of CO. There

are no background concentrations avaliable for '!‘APs

Table 2. Background concentrations
. . Background Concentration

Poliutant Averaging Period (ugim®)*
OCxides of nitrogen Annual ' 40
Sulfur dioxide - 3-hour 374

24.-howr 120
Annual 18.3
Carbon monoxide 1-hour NA {non-attainment area)
8-hour NA {non-attainment ares)
PMsp® 24-hour . 123
Annual 34.6
* Micrograms per cubic meter

b particulate matter with an aerodynamic dismeter less than or equal to @ nominal 10
micrometers

Modeling Impact Assessment

On June 5, 2001, Trinity/iBP submitted a Tier 1i renewal for the IBP facility in Kuna, idaho. The
poliutants of concem for this facility are PM,,, NO,, and S0,.CO concentrations were found {0 be

- beiow both the 8 hour and 24 hour signfficance levels. Trinity/IBP used the most recent version of the

U.8. Environmentai Protection Agency approved ISC-Prime modet. 1SC3-PRIME was used because
there are numerous buildings of various heights in close proximity to the stacks, snd the 1SC3 model
does not incarporate building downwash effects as accurately as ISC3-PRIME. All reguiatory defaults
were used aiong with the rural dispersion coefficients, building downwash impacts, and five years of
Boise Airport surface and upper air meteorological data (years 1987 through 1991). A rursl land-use
option is used because it best represents land usage around the facility.

2



Two sqaareCanesien receptor grids, a fine grid and 2 coarsegrﬁd and a bmmdatygridwere used for
the ambient air impact analysis. The fine grid extends approximately 1 kilometer from the plant
boundary on all sides and contains receptors with a 100 meter spacing. The coarse grid begins 1
kilometer from the plant boundary and extends to 10 kilometers with a receptor spacing of 1000
meters. The boundary grid consists of receptors with a 50 meter spacing aiong the fenceline of the

facility.
On December 14, 2001, Trinity/IBP submitted "Ambient Air Dispersion Modeling Addendum #2" for
the IBP facility. This addendum included remodeling of the short-term PM10 emissions based on new

information on shori-terrn maximurn process rates for the sllos and aidocks. Emissions from the
blood hammermill cycione were removed because the blood hammermill is a “compietely closed

sysiem.” _
Tabie 3 lists thesoumparwnaiars used by Trinity In the analysis. Themissionmtw used in the
ambient air assessment are presented in Table 4,

Table 3. Source Parametsrs

Source Stack Stack Diameter -  Exhaust Vaocﬂy Stack Temp.
Height ft* ft fUsec’ °F¢
- Electric Gen. 2 300 0.167 - 0.003 500
Electric. Gen. 1 300 0.167 0.003 500
Fire Pump Gen. 30.0 0.333 0.003 500.
East Boiler : 395 25 32.154 475
West Boller 8.8 . RS - 32,154 475
Rendering Scrubber 0.0 4.0 79.677 62
Biood Baghouse 18.0 0.667 23.873 59
Meat Scraps Baghouse 18.0 0.667 23.873 59
Pasteurization Acid Cabinet  48.26 2.0 79.577 ' .96
yida Up Puiler 36.67 0.940 7.2 59
® feet
¢ foet per second
? degrees Fahrenheit
Table 4. Pollutant Emission Rates - _
. Source ' Maximum Hourly E?mss:on Rate® Annual Emission Rate’
{thyr)
Poliutant BMy® SO, ' e Néx cov PMy  50; NOx Cco
~ Electric Gen, 2 0.646 0.602 9.097 196C 0033 0.0 0.467 0.101
Electric Gen. 1 0.581  0.541 8.188 1.764 | 0.037 0034 0.518 0.112
Fire Pump Gen. _ 1.201  1.203 18195 3.821 10074 0.089 1.039 0.224
East Boller 2602 55978 15768 08080 | 2289 46.161 14800 6.000
West Boller 2600 55978 15768 9000 | 2289 48.161 14900 9.090
Rendering Scrubber 1888 0.113 1.170 0981 | 1.920" 0.113 1.170 0.991
Blood Beghouse 0.006 - - - 0.002 - - “
Meat Scraps Baghouse 0.036 - - - 16021 - - -
" Hide Lip Puller 0.531 - - - 0.170 - - -
Pasteurization Acid Cabinet 1,183 - - - 1.183 - - -

emission rale used for annual mragsng petiod
pounds per hour

apoTe

micrometers

emission rate used for 24-hour or shorter averaging penods

Particulate matter with an aerodynamk: diameter less than or equal toa mminﬁ 10



sulfur dioxide
oxides of nitrogen

. carbon monoxiie :
Annual modeling using the revised emission rate of 1.888 tonfyr was not conducted because

compliance with NAAQS was easily demonsirated with modeling results obisined from the
1.929 tonfyr emission rate.

pogt- o Bu ]
W N

3, ___MODELING RESULTS:
‘The ambient air impacts for criteria poliutants and the comparison o the NAAQS are listed in Table 5. -
The ambient impacts for the relevant TAPs are listed in Table 6. The ambient impacts for the TAPs
are sl below the accepiable ambient concentrations listed in IDAPA 58.01.01.586 with the exception
of arsenic. Although TAP Tier I permitting requirements for demonsirating compliance with IDAPA
58.01.01.161 bave nol been finalized, DEQ cumrently considers a risk increment of one in & hundred
thousand to be 8 protective standard for facility-wideTier Il permitting and IDAPA 58.01.01.161. Since
the accepiable ambient concentrations listed in IDAPA 58.01.01.586 are based on an excess risk of
one in a milllon, 8 cumuiative risk for the modeled TAP ambient concenirations was estimated. The
curmnuiative risk estimate for the modeled TAP concentrations is between one in a hundred thousand
and one in a mililon and therefore does not require further analysis at this time.



Tabia 8. Criteria poﬁulant' ambient impacts for the entire facliity,

Amblent Background Total Ambiant
Pollutant Averaging concentration Concantration Concentration Regulatory Limit" Compilant
Period (uglm®y (ugim’ (pgim’) (vaim’ (YorN)
Oxides of nitrogen Annual 18.0 40.0 59.0 100 Y
Sulfur dioxide 3-hour §58.14 3147 932.84 1,300 Y
24-hour 221.80 1205 3423 | ars Y
Annual - 5048 18.3 68.48 80 Y
Carbon monoxide 1-hour’ 337.15 NA NA? 2,000 Y
. 8-hour 9708 NAY NAY 500° Y
PMyg 24-hour 2182 123.0 14479 150 Y
— Annual 358 - 3486 : 3819 _ 50 Y
N Micrograms per cubic meter '
IDAPA 58,01.01.577
: . Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers
The aers Is classified as non-attainment for carbon monoxide, Therefore, the ambient concentration resutthgfmnt!mprogact Is
. compared to significant contribution levels and background concentrations are not used in the analysis

SWMCOM%M%W!DA?AS&N .01.008.93.

Table s. TAP ambient Impacts for the entire facllity

- Ambient Unit
Pollutant A\;:;ﬁ;'g Concentration . Risk E’g“;‘“’
{ug/m’)" Factor (URF)
Arsenic Annual 4,80 E-04 430€E03 2,06 E-06
Beryllium Annuat 360 E-04 240 £-04 8.64 E-08
Cadmium Annual 360 E-04 1.80 E-03 .. BABEQ7
Chromium Annual 2.75 €04 1,20 £-02 3.30 E-06
Formaldehyde Annual 2.83E-02 1.3 0E-05 3.68 £-07
Nickel Annual 3.60E-04 2.40 E-04 8.64 £-08
-Gumulative Risk . . . . 6.56 £-06

Micrograms per cubic meter '
"Unitmskr-'ac?; 'meugpewomdMwnwrmkmmnamdmmmtmmﬁnmsmmmmmm
a concentration of 1 pg/m : - . :

. E&actronicwpiesofﬂwmode&mganalys!smsavedmdisk camZummmvmémhmdeﬁmmmommsmmmiszkhﬂw
permit and technical memorandum. _
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